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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, September 18, 2007

1. A Water Supply Evaluation has been prepared for the Proposed Project by
hydrogeologists Dr. Jay Jones of Environmental Navigation Services, Inc. and Mr. Eric
Bikis of Bikis Water Consultants, LLC.  The Water Supply Evaluation is attached to this
EA/TEIR as Appendix H.  As detailed in the Water Supply Evaluation, and summarized
in several following responses to comments, there will not be an adverse decrease in
groundwater due to 1) the  infiltration of most treated wastewater generated by the
Proposed Project and 2) the use of recycled water to meet future irrigation needs within
the project area.  The wastewater will be treated to California “Title 22” standards and be
suitable for a wide range of uses.

The Project site is located on a broad alluvial fan formed by the discharge of Pauma
Creek from Palomar Mountain into the San Luis Rey River Valley.  The area, including
portions of the Pauma Indian Reservation, is extensively developed for commercial
agriculture, and  similar agricultural uses are practiced throughout the River Valley.  As a
result, there are no habitats in the project vicinity suitable for threatened or endangered
species.  No indirect impacts to threatened or endangered species are expected from the
Proposed Project.  The USFWS letter concurs with this conclusion on page 2, paragraph
1 of its letter, “No federally listed threatened or endangered species are known from or
expected to occur on or adjacent to the project site.”  

2. The biological resources report (Appendix C) addresses all vegetation communities as
well as unvegetated areas (such as developed areas, which are not considered to be of
biological resource value).  In a discussion of the project site’s existing conditions, page
37 of the Draft EA/TEIR addresses the five vegetated areas that have the potential
(although in some cases, extremely minor) to provide habitat for wildlife species
(disturbed Diegan coastal sage scrub, mule-fat scrub, coastal freshwater marsh, disturbed,
and agriculture).  These five communities are therefore considered biological resources
or at least potential resources.  In a discussion of the environmental consequences, page
95 of the EA/TEIR quantifies the vegetated and developed areas that will be impacted,
but also states that none of these areas are considered to be sensitive habitats.  Impacts
will occur to native habitats, but these habitats are so small and/or disturbed, that those
impacts will not be significant.  Figures 11 and 21 and Table 12 have been revised to
reflect the current project area and to indicate that the disturbed sage  scrub is disturbed
Riversidian sage scrub.

3. This mitigation measure is essentially contained in the Draft EA/TEIR (Section 6.4, Bio
1).  However, the Final EA/TEIR hereby incorporates the exact language stated in this
comment.

4. Employees will limit their activities, vehicles, equipment, and construction materials to
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the project, and native plants will be used to the greatest extent possible in landscaped
areas.  Species listed on the California Invasive Plant Council’s Invasive Plant Inventory
will not be used.  This mitigation has been added as Mitigation Measure Bio-2 to
Sections 4.4 and 6.4.

State Clearinghouse, September 24, 2007

5. Comment noted.

California Department of Transportation (District 11), September 21, 2007

6. The traffic study has generally followed Caltrans guidelines for the preparation of Traffic
Impact Studies.  Some features have been added to respond to requests from San Diego
County to produce a document that more closely resembles the County’s traffic impact
study guidelines.  The study area for the traffic analysis is comprehensive and includes
consideration of the SR-76/Valley Center Road intersection and the I-15/SR-76
interchange.  Traffic increases from cumulative developments have been incorporated
into the traffic analysis.  For near term plus project conditions, traffic from cumulative
developments has been incorporated using a 3% per year growth factor.  For horizon year
(2030) conditions, the effects of traffic from cumulative developments have been
incorporated using traffic forecasts from the San Diego Association of Governments
(SANDAG) regional transportation model.  Finally, the traffic impact study was updated
in December 2007 to reflect trip generation rates requested by the County of San Diego
(see response to comment 93).  The Tribe does not agree with the rates requested by the
County, but has agreed to use them for purposes of analysis for this project only.

7. The traffic study has indicated the need for a traffic signal at the SR-76/Pauma
Reservation Road intersection based on intersection capacity analysis.  In addition, the
Reservation Transportation Authority’s SR-76 East Corridor Study, funded by Caltrans,
recommended the following for the intersection of SR-76 and Pauma Reservation Road:
“increase the left turn pocket by approximately 60 feet to 300 feet total, lower the
roadway to the east and west of the intersection to improve vertical sight distance and
provide signalization at the intersection” (Reservation Transportation Authority).  If
Caltrans still requires a signal warrant analysis in association with the Encroachment
Permit needed for improvements to the SR-76 Pauma Reservation Road intersection, this
will be conducted as part of the application process and CEQA environmental
compliance for that permit.. 

8. Any improvements proposed with Caltrans right of way will be designed to Caltrans
standards and in accordance with the Highway Design Manual.  The Tribe and Caltrans
will work together to determine a fair share contribution to roadway improvements along
SR-76 in a manner similar to that of the Pala Band of Mission Indians as set forth in the
Intergovernmental Agreement Between the County of San Diego and the Pala Band of
Mission Indians, which was mandated by a Tribal-State compact provision that is
identical to the Tribe’s Compact with the State of California.
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9. Comment noted.  It is understood that the RTA Corridor Study does not preclude
mitigation on SR-76 due to direct impacts from the Proposed Project.  Therefore, to
mitigate direct impacts at the SR-76 and Pauma Reservation Road intersection, the
Proposed Project will provide payment for those improvements.  Specifically, as
described in Mitigation Measure T-2 in the EA/TEIR, this payment will include
signalizing this intersection and adding an eastbound left turn lane, a westbound right
turn lane, and a southbound lane that will provide for a dedicated left turn and dedicated
right turn.   The Tribe will also make provision for fair share contributions to Caltrans for
future improvements along SR-76 between I-15 and Valley Center Road.   See response
to comment 8.  Finally, although traffic associated with the Proposed Project will not
significantly affect the SR-76/Cole Grade Road intersection, the Tribe has decided, in
response to considerable input by the public, to fund the signalization of this intersection
if and when Caltrans determines that this improvement should be made.

10. All lighting (including reflected sunlight) within this project will be placed and/or
shielded so as not to be hazardous to vehicles traveling on SR-76.  This is required as a
mitigation measure in Section 6.1 of the EA/TEIR.

11. All signs visible to traffic on SR-76 will be constructed in compliance with applicable
regulations.

12. The casino and hotel development site is located approximately one-third of a mile from
SR-76 and separated from it by orchards.  Grading on this site will not affect State
facilities.  The only grading that might affect drainage and runoff to State facilities would
be at the SR-76 and Pauma Reservation Road intersection.  This grading would only be
conducted through the issuance of an Encroachment Permit by Caltrans, as stated in
comment 15.

13. Comment noted.  Given that other recent improvements along SR-76, such as along Pala
Casino and Hotel, have not jeopardized the scenic highway eligibility for SR-76, the
minimal widening improvements to SR-76 in the project vicinity at the SR-76/Pauma
Reservation Road location will not jeopardize this eligibility.  Unlike Pala, which is built
immediately outside of the SR-76 right-of-way, Pauma is set back from SR-76
approximately one-third of a mile and is largely obscured by orchards.  In any event,
these improvements will only be constructed under an Encroachment Permit issued by
Caltrans.

14. The Tribe acknowledges it must enter into a cooperative agreement with Caltrans prior to
approval of an Encroachment Permit for improvements with Caltrans’s right of way, as
provided in the Gaming Compact.

15. The need for an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans for improvements located within the
SR-76 right of way is acknowledged.  This requirement is stated in the EA/TEIR project
description (see “Traffic Improvements” in Section 2.1, Proposed Project Alternative).
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Office of the Governor, September 21, 2007

16. The current document, including these comments and responses, constitutes the Final
EA/TEIR.

17. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EA/TEIR.

18. As a result of public comments received about the aesthetic impact of the height of the
hotel, the Tribe examined the feasibility of lowering the hotel height and determined that
it could still meet project goals by reducing the hotel from 23 to 19 stories (see Final
EA/TEIR), Sections 2.0, 2.1, and 4.1).  The Tribe also carefully considered two other
lower hotel alternatives: a 13-story hotel tower and a hotel with two towers, one with 9
stories and another with 10 stories.  As described in the Final EA/TEIR, the lowest hotel
tower that can feasibly accommodate 384 rooms and provide patrons with easy and
convenient access to the proposed casino is 13 stories, and as the height decreases, the
mass increases disproportionately to height.  To reduce the hotel height to lower than 13
stories with reasonable corridor distances and convenient access to the casino would
require two hotel structures, with increasing mass and width of such buildings.  However,
the aesthetic impacts of the 13-story hotel alternative and the hotel alternative made up of
a 10-story and a 9-story structure, would have substantially similar aesthetic
consequences to that of the 19-story hotel.  In addition, those lower alternatives are far
more costly.  A 13-story structure would add in the order of $5 million to the project cost,
and the two tower alternative would add in the order of $10 million to the project cost.
As described in Section 4.1 of the Final EA/TEIR, the 19-story hotel of the Proposed
Project will have an impact that is less than significant upon visual aesthetics.  Most
views of the project site, for example, are from motor vehicles traveling on SR-76.
However, because most of the highway is boarded by vegetation, open views of the
Valley are few.  The average time for a motor vehicle to drive through the Pauma Valley
on SR-76 is between 7 and 8 minutes.  Open views of Pauma Valley that include the
Project site for motorists driving southeast on SR-76 from the Pala Casino Resort & Spa
are available for no more than a few seconds.  Open views of the Pauma Valley that
include the project site for motorists driving northwest on SR076 from the Rincon
Harrah’s Casino and Hotel are available for no more than 30 seconds while crossing
Pauma Creek.  The Proposed Project has been designed to be aesthetically attractive
when visible, and guests attracted to the Proposed Project will gain aesthetic value from
the views that will be provided from the hotel.

As described in the Final EA/TEIR, the Pauma Valley is not an undisturbed, pristine
wilderness of rare scenic value.  The Rincon Harrah’s casino and hotel, rising 21 stories,
is visible in the distance from Adams Drive and other places in the Pauma Valley.
Existing views of Pauma Valley from Cole Grade Road are not presently unspoiled, but
are affected by roads, residential development, the existing Pauma casino, and
agricultural development.  While the existing Pauma casino and any expansion of it
would be visible from a number of places, the Proposed Project, as designed, would be
aesthetically pleasing and, due to the distance from SR-76 and the closest homes, would
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not prevent most of the existing long-range views of the valley.  The Proposed Project
would not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista and will not affect the
eligibility of SR-76 as a scenic highway (Note that the Pala Casino and Hotel is
constructed immediately outside of the SR-76 right-of-way and is highly visible from this
highway).  This impact would be less than significant.  Outdoor advertising for the
Proposed Project along SR-76 will be done in compliance with applicable advertising
regulations.

The Tribe has entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Palomar
Observatory in which the Tribe agrees that all proposed outdoor lighting shall conform to
the guidelines set forth in San Diego County’s Light Pollution Code (Appendix K).  In
the MOU the Tribe commits to ensure that the design of signage and lighting at the
casino will be protective of the night sky.  In addition, the Tribe agrees that all exterior
lighting associated with the Casino expansion shall be fully-shielded to prevent any
direct upward illumination or spill-over of light onto adjacent properties.  The intensity
of lights, as well as the number, shall be kept to a minimum while allowing for adequate
public safety and security.  As stated in the MOU (Section III.A.3), whenever possible all
exterior lighting shall be low-pressure sodium as is called for in the San Diego County’s
Light Pollution Code.

19. As stated in the County of San Diego Air Quality Guidelines for Determining
Significance, odor issues are very subjective by the nature of odors themselves and their
measurements are difficult to quantify.  The Guidelines state that “Projects proposing
activities that create a point source of odor emissions such as sewage lift stations,
restaurants, equestrian centers, etc., may be conditioned to require project design
measures, equipment design measures, BMPs, and/or off-site disposal of animal waste.”
Equipment design measures to avoid substantial odor impact to off-Reservation receptors
were provided in the Draft EA/TEIR as Mitigation Measure AQ-1, and are retained as a
project condition in the Final EA/TEIR. 

20. A Water Supply Evaluation has been prepared for the Proposed Project by
hydrogeologists Dr. Jay Jones of Environmental Navigation Services, Inc. (a California-
registered Professional Geologist) and Mr. Eric Bikis of Bikis Water Consultants, LLC
(hydrologic consultant to the Pauma Tribe since 1993).   The Water Supply Evaluation is
attached to this EA/TEIR as Appendix H, and portions of it are summarized in Sections
3.8, 3.17, 4.8, and 4.17.  The Water Supply Evaluation provides an in-depth analysis of
the overall water balance to the Project.  The report provides the following:

• A detailed review of the legal and physical sources of water available to the
Pauma Tribe for the Proposed Project.  These include surface water from Pauma
Creek, groundwater, and future recycled water generated by the Proposed Project.

• A hydrogeological description of the site setting and the inter-relationship
between Pauma Creek, groundwater recharge, and 5,941 acres of the Pauma
Reservation.

• A detailed tabulation of the Proposed Project’s water demands.
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• An analysis of the overall water balance for the changes associated with the
Proposed Project including the change in water demands from the existing uses to
those proposed in the Project plan.  The Proposed Project wastewater treatment
system will generate a new recycled water supply of treated wastewater suitable
for a wide range of end uses.

• An assessment of the potential impacts to the nearest permitted off-Reservation
groundwater well.  The calculations, as detailed in the report, found no significant
impact from the Proposed Project.  Information for this analysis regarding off-
Reservation wells was provided by the County of San Diego Department of
Planning and Land Use (DPLU) as part of their Project review.

The Water Supply Evaluation explains, in detail, the determination in the EA/TEIR that
increased groundwater use will not have a significant impact on groundwater levels in the
area.  This is due to mitigation of the increased groundwater demand from increased
recharge and the generation and used of recycled water.  

21. Please see response to comment 20 regarding recycled water rates for the existing casino
and Proposed Project.  The new wastewater treatment system is designed to treat the flow
stated on page 16 of the Draft EA/TEIR (an average day flow of 227,500 gallons per day
and maximum day flow of 284,000 gallons per day, with an additional 250,000-gallon
backup storage).  It is estimated that approximately 90% of the water utilized by the
Proposed Project will be treated such that it can be used as recycled water.  Within the
project area, recycled water will be used for irrigation of landscaping and replanted
groves.  The remaining recycled water will be disposed of in two ways: 1) the percolation
pond system which will be constructed north of the casino parking lot to percolate up to
the maximum day flow, and 2) the existing leach field under the softball field that can
percolate nearly the full maximum day flow (279,000 gallons) through subsurface
infiltration units.  Disposal of recycled water in the leach field will be by gravity flow
and will not require pumping.  Percolation tests in the area of the pond system and leach
field average in the range of between 5 and 40 minutes per inch, based on County of San
Diego procedures for percolation tests.

22. Sections 3.8 and 4.8 of the EA/TEIR have been updated to include descriptions of the
existing and proposed drainage patterns.  The two existing offsite detention basins are not
part of the Proposed Project.  The project proposes to construct a third detention basin to
attenuate 100-year proposed peak flows to below the existing condition peak flows from
the project area.  Therefore, no significant impacts to the existing detention basins, and
consequently downstream Pauma Creek and its receptors, are expected as a result of
project development.  As described in the EA/TEIR, a Notice of Intent, including a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that incorporates Best Management Practices
(BMPs) for the capture of sand, oil, and other debris flowing off parking lots and roofs
before leaving the Project Site, will be submitted to the U.S. EPA at least two days prior
to the commencement of construction.  FEMA has mapped Pauma Creek floodplain as a
Zone A on FIRM Map No. 06073C0528F.  Since no work is proposed within the mapped
floodplain (see Appendix N which has been added to the Final EA/TEIR), no further
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mapping nor FEMA processing is required for the project.  

23. The noise analysis has been revised as described in responses to comments 75 though 80.
While the Tribe cannot commit to a Monday through Saturday, 7 a.m. to 7 p.m.
construction schedule, the nighttime and Sunday construction activities will be selected
to avoid significant off-Reservation noise impacts.  A few examples of these activities
will include interior work, electrical work, exterior painting and plastering, caulking,
glazing, brick work, roofing, installation of underground utilities and pipes, exterior
framing, sheathing, and landscaping.

24. Section 4.12 of the Final EA/TEIR has been revised to state that even if all the
approximately 2,260 new direct and indirect jobs generated by the Proposed Project were
to be filled by residents of inland North San Diego County, the population of
approximately 12,200 unemployed and underemployed individuals already resident in the
area would be a very adequate pool to meet this new employment demand. Thus, the
population of the surrounding area is not anticipated to substantially increase as a result
of the Proposed Project. 

25. The Pauma Fire Department is currently constructing a new fire station facility to house a
Type 1 engine and other response units.  The Tribe has also hired a Fire Chief to manage
the station and its development.  The expected completion date of construction is August
2008, well prior to opening of the Proposed Project.  The Tribe has also negotiated and
will enter into service agreements with Cal Fire Rincon Station (through the Yuima
Water District), Pala Fire Department (to replace the existing agreement when gaming
operations commence), San Pasqual Fire Department, and Rincon Fire Department.
These agreements, provided in Appendix J, ensure adequate backup and redundancy in
the event that assistance is required for any fire fighting efforts associated with the
Proposed Project.  It should be noted that the Pauma Fire Department responds not only
to fires on the Reservation, but also to off-Reservation calls; the Fire Department
contributed heavily towards fighting the recent October wildfires that devastated much of
San Diego County.  The Tribe is also signing an agreement with Monte Vista Dispatch
and will participate in the San Diego County Master Mutual Aid plan.  With regard to
emergency medical services, the Tribe has secured “no impact” letters from Palomar
Medical Center and Fallbrook Hospital and “will serve” letters from Mercy Air and
Mercy Medical Transportation.  The Final EA/TEIR has been revised to reflect these
developments, and a Fire Analysis study has been added to the document as Appendix J.
Please also see response to comment 81.

26. Section 4.13 has been revised to reflect the worst-case estimate of law enforcement
demands that will occur under the Proposed Project.  The Tribe will enter into a legally-
binding  MOU with the County of San Diego and will contribute funds for law
enforcement services to adequately address any expected increase in crime levels or
criminal activity.  Impacts on the State’s criminal courts will be addressed by a
contribution of funds as part of the MOU with the County of San Diego.  The Tribe does
not expect decreased services in other areas in order to provide services to the Proposed
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Project, rather the contribution through the MOU will provide sufficient resources for the
San Diego Sheriff’s Department to provide additional resources to the Proposed Project.
The Tribe is also currently engaged in discussion with the Oceanside Division of the
California Highway Patrol to provide additional services on SR-76 and I-15, particularly
for extra enforcement during special events. 

27. As discussed in Section 4.12b of the Final EA/TEIR, the unemployed and
underemployed population already living in the area is more than adequate and expected
to fill the new direct and indirect jobs generated by the Proposed Project.  These residents
already have children in the existing area schools and, therefore, the Proposed Project
will not have significant effects upon the area’s schools as there would not be an
increased demand for schooling.

28. The Sycamore Landfill has indicated that there will not be a significant impact accepting
solid waste from the Proposed Project (Neil Mohr, Personal Communication).  In
addition, the Proposed Project is developing a recycling program that is expected to
reduce the total amount of solid waste sent to the landfill by 70-80%.  Please also see
response to comment 83.

29. As described in Sections 3.14 and 4.14 of the EA/TEIR, most visitors to the casino and
hotel will be adults seeking recreation at the facility.  To the extent that these visitors also
seek outdoor recreation in the area, there are numerous opportunities available including
nearby hiking, camping, fishing, boating, bicycling, equestrian use, nature study,
photography, and astronomy.  There will also not be significant demands placed on
recreational activities by employees or their children, as most of these individuals already
live in the area.

30. Sections 3.15 and 4.15 of the Final EA/TEIR have been revised to provide evidence
documented by Rea and Parker (2007; provided in Appendix L) that numerous outlets for
gambling already exist in the area including the State lottery, Internet gambling, card
rooms, horse racing, and sports books, and that casino gambling does not in and of itself
seem to be a major contributor to the number of problem and pathological gamblers
among the population.

31. Wastewater treatment system flows are based on water demands for the Proposed
Project.  Most of the potable water used by the Proposed Project will become wastewater
flow and  be treated to California Title 22 standards to generate recycled water.  This
water will be used for irrigation within the project area.  The wastewater treatment
system has been designed to accommodate flows in excess of the maximum day flow to
avoid spilling wastewater.  No wastewater will flow into Pauma Creek.  The wastewater
pump station is designed to pump a flow rate of 605,000 gallons per day.  The pump
station will be equipped with a backup power supply to prevent loss of service from a
power shortage.  Also, the pump station will be equipped with three pumps to provide a
standby pump in the event a pump fails.  Additionally, the treatment plant will be
equipped with an emergency storage tank with a capacity of approximately 250,000
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gallons for use when incoming flows exceed the treatment facility’s treatment capacity.
In the event that the effluent pump station cannot accommodate flows coming out of the
treatment system, excess flow will gravity feed to the leach field described in response to
comment 21.

32. San Diego Gas and Electric has provided a “will serve” letter, which is attached to the
Final EA/TEIR in Appendix L.  Several propane providers are located in the vicinity of
the Proposed Project and will compete to provide gas required by the project.

33. Section 5 of the Final EA/TEIR has been revised to include additional discussion of
cumulative impacts to Noise, Population and Housing, and Public Services, none of
which rise to a level of significance.  The discussion of cumulative impacts for all other
issues is considered to be adequate.  See also response to comment 154 on growth
inducement.

34. Supplementary information has been added to this Final EA/TEIR and supports the
conclusion that the Proposed Project will not cause significant degradation of the human
environment.  The Proposed Project will not result in any significant impacts that cannot
be mitigated below levels of significance.

35. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EA/TEIR.  EAs are often lengthy
documents.  See Surfrider Foundation v. Dalton 989 F.Supp. 1309. 1318 (S.D.Cal. 1998)
(referring to final EA, a 375-plus page document”).

County of San Diego, September 21, 2007

36. The existing casino will cease operations prior to the opening of the new casino, at which
time it will be demolished.

37. As described in the Notice of Preparation, the existing casino contains approximately
37,100 square feet of gaming area and 1,090 slot machines.   

38. The Draft EA/TEIR described the new casino as containing 110,000 square feet, with
83,100 square feet of gaming area and 26,900 square feet of other uses (e.g., circulation,
public amenities, cage/cashier, players reward area, kiosks, etc.).  At the time the Traffic
Impact Analysis was completed in March 2007, a larger casino with 171,000 square feet
containing 90,600 square feet of gaming area was contemplated.  

It should be noted that the casino size was reduced again after public review of the Draft
EA/TEIR.  Specifically, the casino is now designed to be 102,372 square feet, with
73,583 square feet of gaming area and 28,789 square feet of other uses.  The original
Traffic Report was conservative in its analysis.  The Traffic Impact Analysis has been
updated to reflect the reduced size of the casino and gaming area and uses a conservative
methodology to determine traffic impacts of the Proposed Project.  See Traffic Impact
Analysis Appendix F, Sections 1.2, 3.1, and Table 3.1.
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39. When the Draft EA/TEIR was published, it correctly described the parking as consisting
of a 1,500 space parking garage and 2,400 surface parking spaces.  The Proposed Project
was initially planning for a 2,000 space parking garage and 2,500 surface parking spaces
when the Traffic Impact Analysis was completed.  The reduction of 600 parking spaces
reflected the reduction of gaming area as described in response to comment 38.  It should
be noted that the surface parking has since been decreased by another 50 spaces, and so
there will actually be 2,350 surface spaces as described in the Final EA/TEIR. 

40. The Draft EA/TEIR adequately described the Multi-Purpose Events Center as being used
for banquets, concerts, weddings, and meetings.  The 19,383-square-foot Events Center is
an indoor facility that will be used during day and night-time hours.

41. Comment noted.  The existing casino contains none of the facilities described under the
Proposed Project other than gaming area, a restaurant, a small administration and back-
of-house facility, and surface parking.

42. The alternatives analysis is considered adequate.  Section 2.5 adequately compares the
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project and other project alternatives.  The
Expanded Casino site would be the same as that for the Proposed Project.  Based on
public input related to the height of the hotel tower initially proposed, a modified
Proposed Project with a smaller hotel tower is described in the Final EA/TEIR, with
additional alternatives analyses provide in Sections 2.0, 2.1, and 4.1  The alternative
locations described under Section 2.4 do not need to be mapped, as these locations were
eliminated from consideration after initially being identified.

43. Please see response to comment 18.

44. The Tribe is consulting with Palomar Observatory staff on lighting issues to minimize
light pollution on dark skies both during project construction and operation.  As a result
of that consultation, the Tribe is entering into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
with the Palomar Observatory in which the Tribe agrees that all proposed outdoor
lighting shall conform to the guidelines set forth in the San Diego County’s Light
Pollution Code (Appendix K).  In the MOU the Tribe commits to ensure that the design
of signage and lighting at the casino will be protective of the night sky.  In addition, the
Tribe agreed that all exterior lighting associated with the Proposed Project shall be fully-
shielded to prevent any direct upward illumination or spill-over of light onto adjacent
properties.   As stated in the MOU (Section III.A.3), wherever possible, all exterior
lighting shall be low-pressure sodium as is called for in the County’s Light Pollution
Code.  The Final EA/TEIR has been revised to reflect these commitments. 

45. Please see response to comment 44.

46. No night-time outdoor events will occur under the Proposed Project.

47. Upward-directed search lights will not be used during normal operation of the Proposed
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Project.  On the rare occasion when a special event will occur with the potential of
outdoor lighting to impact the Palomar Observatory, the Tribe pursuant to the MOU will
provide the Observatory with thirty (30) days written notice in the effort to minimize the
chance of disrupting Observatory research.

48. Comment noted.  The Tribe owns and cultivates major orchards to the north, northwest,
and south of the Proposed Project and, as a major producer of agricultural commodities,
will not be complaining to other farmers regarding their pesticide use, noise, dust, odors,
or other farming practices.  The existing casino is compatible with agricultural uses in the
area, and the Proposed Project will also be compatible.  In fact, some nearby farmers
have requested the use of treated wastewater from the Proposed Project to irrigate their
groves.  This possibility will be explored in the future between the Tribe and interested
parties.

49. Comment noted.  The USDA Farmland Conversion Impact Rating, Form AD-1006, was
completed by the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s Natural Resources Conservation
Service, the Federal agency responsible for conducting these analyses under the
Farmland Preservation Policy Act.  The analysis shows that the conversion of farmland
under the Proposed Project will be well below the threshold of significance.  The small
increase in project site size from 65.7 acres described in the Draft EA/TEIR to 69.1 acres
in the Final EA/TEIR will not affect the finding that the conversion of farmland to other
uses is not a significant impact.  In fact, several additional acres of citrus will be
replanted under the Proposed Project as described in the Final EA/TEIR.

50. The analyses of RAQS conformity, exposure to diesel particulates, and cumulative
impacts have been enhanced for the Final EA/TEIR.

51. The screening level thresholds have been revised to add the County daily thresholds.
Impacts have been assessed against these thresholds using URBEMIS 2007.  The tons per
year thresholds are specified by the Clean Air Act General Conformity Rule and have
been retained.

52. A project that does not conform to all of the assumptions of the SANDAG growth
projections may not necessarily conflict with the RAQS.  The dominant focus of the
RAQS is stationary sources, and small variations in mobile source emissions would have
a very small influence on the RAQS.  Further, contrary to the comment that states that a
conflict with the RAQS would have a significant impact on air quality, the County’s
significance guidelines state that a conflict might have a potentially significant impact.
The SD APCD has not established guidelines for mobile source emissions that would
conflict with the RAQS.  Therefore, the USEPA guidelines for potential conflict with the
SIP are a starting point.  If projected emissions of ROG or NOx approached the USEPA
guidelines, there may be a case for conflict with the RAQS because the state standard is
more restrictive than the federal standard.  However, with projected emissions at less
than 15 percent of the USEPA standard, it is concluded that there would be no significant
impact. 
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53. The principal default values that were changed in the URBEMIS 2002 model were to set
the project construction and operations’ years to conform with the proposed project and
to set the trip generation values to be consistent with the project traffic analysis.  Similar
changes to defaults were made in the URBEMIS 2007 model used for the emissions
estimates in the Final EA/TEIR.  The air quality section of the Final EA/TEIR shows
emissions values before and after mitigation. 

54. The EA/TEIR has been revised to include a discussion of exposure of off-site receptors to
diesel PM.  There are no elements of the Proposed Project that would attract heavy trucks
or a proportion of diesel-engine driven vehicles greater than at present.  A small fraction
of the trips generated by the project would be diesel vehicles.  The California Air
Resources Board conservatively indicates a traffic volume of 100,000 vehicles per day
(ADT) as a threshold for concern for residents near a major roadway.  The Federal
Highway Administration states that there is a low potential for Mobile Source Air Toxic
effects at traffic volumes less than 140,000 to 150,000 ADT.  The project traffic analysis
shows that SR-76 traffic volumes from east of the project site to I-15 would range from
approximately 8,500 to 19,000 in the near term plus project case, and from 15,000 to
29,000 in the 2030 plus project scenario.  These volumes are clearly and substantially
below the thresholds of concern, and further analysis is not required. 

55. The discussion of cumulative construction impacts within a one-half mile radius has been
eliminated from the EA/TEIR.

56. The Pauma Elementary School is approximately one and one-half mile southwest of the
project site.  Valley Center High School is more than four miles southwest of the project
site.  Neither school is within one-half mile of SR-76.  These schools would not be
sensitive air quality receptors.  There was no inconsistency in the distances to sensitive
receptors given on pages 35 and 91 of the Draft EA/TEIR.  The distances of 450 to 550
feet relate to the boundaries of the casino property; the distance of 1,150 feet, as stated on
page 91, is the distance to the nearest point of new project construction.

57. The impact areas are described and quantified by habitat type in Section 4.4 and Table
12.

58. Due to the low levels of rainfall for the past two years, an exact analysis of species
composition and diversity could not be conducted.  However, because areas immediately
south of the project area are considered by the County to be Riversidian sage scrub, the
area reported as Diegan coastal sage scrub is now reported as Riversidian sage scrub.

59. Additional language regarding potential raptor nesting on-site has been added to Section
4.4a..

60. According to Mr. Dave Bittner, local expert on eagles and Project Director, San Diego
Golden Eagle Survey Wildlife Research Institute: “The Pauma Indian Casino is in an
area that is already under intensive agriculture management.  The new hotel is in that part
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of the valley no longer used by the remaining Golden Eagles.  Golden Eagles nest within
a couple miles of the Casino on US Forest service land. The Golden Eagles no longer
forage in the valley due to the extensive agriculture (primarily groves and palm ranches).
Therefore, it is our considered input that further development in the valley bottom, even a
hotel, will have no significant impact on the remaining Golden Eagles” (Dave Bittner,
Personal Communication, January 20, 2008).  Bald eagle is also not known to occur in
this portion of the County.

61. Off-Reservation impacts associated with noise and dust during construction, stormwater
runoff, and night lighting are addressed in the EA/TEIR and appropriate mitigation
measures are provided where relevant.

62. Improvements to the SR-76/Pauma Reservation Road that extend along SR-76 will
require  an Encroachment Permit from Caltrans.  The exact area of potential effect for
these improvements will be established by Caltrans when the design for the
improvements is completed.  At that time, an analysis of biological resource impacts will
be conducted as part of the environmental review required for Caltrans’ compliance with
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Those impacts may or may not
include coast live oak trees.  In any case, mitigation for any impacts to listed biological
species will be provided to Caltrans’ satisfaction prior to issuance of the Encroachment
Permit.

63. The Tribe has submitted a copy of the confidential cultural resources to the County.  It
should be noted that the NIGC has consulted with the State Historic Preservation Officer
(SHPO) as required by the National Historic Preservation Act, and that the SHPO has
concurred with the NIGC that no adverse effects will occur to historic properties under
the Proposed Project.

64. The Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Storm Water Management Pan
(SWMP) will include the construction and post-construction Best Management Practices
to be employed for erosion control on-site.  Section 3.6 of the EA/TEIR has been revised
to include this analysis.

65. The Lyall Roberts Airstrip and the Pauma Valley Airpark are private airports that consist
of dirt landing strips.  Both landing strips are less than 4,000 feet in length and are low-
activity runways with less than 2,000 takeoffs and landings per year.  The Lyall Roberts
Airstrip is located on the opposite side of Pauma Creek from the Proposed Project, about
1,200 feet away; and the Pauma Valley Airpark is located south of Cole Grade Road and
west of SR-76, about one mile south of the Proposed Project (see EA/TEIR, Figure 2,
“landing strips”).  These landing strips are not covered by Airport Land Use
Compatibility Plans (ALUCPs) or Comprehensive Land Use Compatibility Plans
(CLUPs).  Lacking ALUCPs and CLUPs, the Airport Influence Area (AIA) is
conservatively estimated by the County of San Diego to be one mile (see Guidelines for
Determining Significance, Land Use and Environment Group, July 30, 2007).  The
Proposed Project is located outside of the Safety Compatibility Zones for both airstrips
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(refer to California Airport Land Use Planning Handbook, January 2002, Figure 9K), and
no adverse hazards associated with these airstrips are expected. 

The Proposed Project’s architect, Hnedak Bobo Group (HBG), has consulted with the
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) pursuant to Federal Aviation Regulation Part 77.
HBG submitted forty cases identifying each corner of the Proposed Project to the FAA
for an aeronautical study under the provisions of 49 U.S.C., Section 44718 and, where
applicable, Title 14 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 77.  The FAA rendered a
“Determination of No Hazard to Air Navigation” for all 40 cases (see example and list of
locations in Appendix P).  Of the 40 cases, 10 cases will require that the structure be
marked and/or lighted in accordance with FAA Advisory circular 70/7460-1 K Change 2,
Obstruction Marking and Lighting, red lights - Chapters r, 5 (Red), and 12.     

66. No changes to the Pauma Reservation’s surface water rights or diversions from Pauma
Creek are proposed with development of the Proposed Project.  Stormwater flows from
the project will enter the two existing detention basins prior to entering Pauma Creek, as
they are currently managed under existing conditions.   No significant impacts to Pauma
Creek are expected as a result of the Proposed Project.

67. A third detention basin is proposed for the project, and is designed to detain the 100-year
design flows from the project area.  The basin will be lined with an impermeable liner
since it is located at the toe of a slope.  This liner will not allow for infiltration.  The
proposed basin does not divert runoff from Pauma Creek, but collects and detains onsite
flows before draining into the existing detention basins.  The proposed detention basin
will drain completely within 72 hours.  No significant impacts to Pauma Creek are
expected as result of project development.

68. The SWMP will address the pollutants of concern and propose site design, source control
and treatment control BMPs to address these pollutants.  The site design and treatment
control BMPs will include an infiltration trench, vegetated swales, and a baffle box
system.  Section 4.8d of the EA/TEIR has been updated to include a discussion of
expected/potential pollutants and mitigation measures proposed.

69-74. For general reference please refer to the responses to comments 16 and 17, and the
technical report entitled “Water Supply Evaluation: Proposed Pauma Casino and Hotel,
Pauma Indian Reservation” attached as Appendix H to the Final EA/TEIR.

The Water Supply Evaluation provides additional information specific to the decreased
acreage of the commercial groves being cleared for the Proposed Project and the use of
recycled water for irrigation of the replanted groves within the project area.  The net
increase in groundwater pumping is not expected to cause any significant drawdown in
off-Reservation wells, as detailed in the Water Supply Evaluation report.  Recycled water
and increased groundwater infiltration help to mitigate the potential effects of increased
demands. 
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The Proposed Project’s water demands have been fully detailed in the Water Supply
Evaluation to explain the water demand.  The water supply analysis is based on the water
balances of the existing casino and the proposed Casino and Hotel.  The revised analysis
has determined that the Project groundwater demand is 294 acre-feet per year, an
increase from the initial estimate of 255 acre-feet per year.  The anticipated net increase
demand on groundwater is 90 acre-feet per year, equivalent to approximately 24 acres of
irrigated citrus groves.  Specific design elements, as described in this comment, have
been incorporated into the analysis.

At a meeting held with the County on September 24, 2007, data related to San Diego
County comment 34a were provided for review.  Consistent with state law, the Pauma
Tribe regards their well data as confidential.  However, the general characteristics of the
water supply wells and groundwater quality on Pauma Reservation are summarized in the
Water Supply Evaluation.

Physical well interference testing (comment 34b) was not done; instead an analysis was
done using a range of hydraulic parameters and the Theis equation (that calculates the
change in water levels over time and with distance from a well) to calculate the potential
change in groundwater levels associated with groundwater use.  This calculation takes
into account the locations and overall effects of both groundwater discharge and
recharge.  This analysis, detailed in the report, found that average water level impacts
after 5 years were negligible and, after 10 years, were expected to be less than 2 feet on
the nearest permitted well to the reservation, and to diminish with distance.  Hydraulic
parameters used in the analysis were determined from prior well testing conducted on the
Reservation and from prior water resources analyses.  While off-Reservation
groundwater use also has the potential to impact water levels both on and off of the
Project area, off-Reservation pumping was not included in the analysis since there are
effectively no controls on off-Reservation agricultural groundwater uses (which are
exempt from the County’s Groundwater Ordnance).  As illustrated by the water balance
and supported by the Theis equation interference analysis conclusions, groundwater used
for the Project is directly replenished by groundwater recharge that will occur from the
percolation ponds, leach fields and landscape and replanted groves irrigation within the
Project area.  The incremental increase in groundwater pumping, balanced with the
increased recharge, is not expected to have a significant effect on the aquifer.  No
physical testing was deemed necessary based on this conclusion.

A groundwater monitoring and mitigation program has not been developed for the
Project because uncontrolled off-Reservation groundwater use is likely to affect
groundwater levels in the area independent of the Project.  The San Luis Rey River
Valley includes numerous commercial growers and there are no known reporting
requirements or controls on off-Reservation groundwater use for the commercial
purposes.  As noted in the County Groundwater ordinance, groundwater use for
commercial irrigation is exempt from regulation (section 67.702).  Therefore, the
implementation of water level criteria as described in this comment would occur in a
setting where off-Reservation groundwater use is likely to affect water levels
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independent of on-Reservation actions.

As stated previously, the proposed water use plan provides adequate mitigation for
potential impacts to groundwater, specifically through the use of recycled water for
irrigation of replanted groves and landscaping and increased infiltration of treated
wastewater of the Proposed Project in leach fields and percolation ponds.

75. The data in Table 8 of the Draft EA/TEIR contained calculated estimated noise levels,
and  have been replaced with measured existing noise levels.  Both the Draft and Final
EA/TEIRs noise sections acknowledge that casino traffic may occur proportionally more
in the evening and nighttime hours than non-casino traffic, and therefore the casino
traffic may weigh more in calculating CNEL.  It is also noted that there is considerable
existing casino traffic on SR-76, and the additional traffic from the proposed casino
expansion would have less of an influence on CNEL on this road than in an area where
there are no casinos.

76. The existing noise levels near SR-76 estimated in the Draft EA/TEIR may have been
understated using the data from the traffic report and estimated speeds.  Noise
measurement data have been added to the Final EA/TEIR.  Off-Reservation traffic noise
impacts were not understated.  Conversely, the noise impacts are likely overestimated
due to volume, speed, and mix factors described in the Final EA/TEIR.

77. A discussion of Section 36.404 of the Noise Ordinance has been added to the Final
EA/TEIR.  The most conservative noise levels from the Section 36.404 limits have been
used as standards in setting performance requirements for the wastewater treatment and
emergency generator facilities.

78. The noise from the project related traffic has been adequately analyzed.  Please see
response to comment 76.  Analysis of the individual residences adjacent to SR-76 is not
necessary.  Additional data and discussion have been added to Section 5.1.11 of the Final
EA/TEIR.

79. Construction noise has been adequately analyzed.  The general discussion of the noisiest
equipment is applicable to the grading phases of construction.  Demolition and roadway
improvements are minor elements of the project and would have little influence on noise
impacts.  The County guidelines duration criteria apply to extended operations of impact
equipment and materials handling equipment, typical of mining and aggregate processing
activities.  The Proposed Project would be a typical building construction project and
would not include extended use of impact or materials handling equipment.

80. Please see the responses to comments 75 through 80.  No further noise study is needed.

81. A Fire Analysis report has recently been prepared for the Proposed Project by Mr. Andy
Wells, a professional Fire Consultant and the Fire Marshall for the Pechanga Fire
Department.  The findings of this report are summarized in the Final EA/TEIR, and the
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report is attached as Appendix J.   The report addresses in considerable detail the issues
raised in comments a-k, and concludes that all necessary fire suppression response
capabilities will be in place prior to operation of the Proposed Project.  

82. The Tribe is currently engaged with the County of San Diego to determine the amount of
funding necessary to mitigate the off-Reservation impact to law enforcement.
Contributions will also be provided to mitigate County law enforcement resource impacts
associated with criminal arrestee detentions, prosecutions, and probations.  Please also
see response to comment 26 and Final EA/TEIR Section 4.13.

83. The Proposed Project will recycle solid waste during demolition, construction, and
operation.  Consultation with local solid waste/recycling providers (EDCO, CR&R) has
indicted that the Proposed Project will meet the San Diego County Recycling
Ordinances, including the 90% recycling requirement for inert materials.

84. Please see response to comment 30.

85. Section 4.15 of the Final EA/TEIR has been revised to include additional language on
gambling addiction.  The Proposed Project will continue efforts to prevent problem
gambling, including the continuance of self-exclusion policies.  The Proposed Project
will also continue to train employees to identify patrons who may have problem
gambling characteristics, will inform patrons where to obtain help for gambling
problems, provide informational brochures, and continue contributing to the California
State Office of Problem Gambling.

86. Please see responses to comments 87-107.

87. The Tribe is supportive of public transit, park and ride facilities, casino customer shuttles
(vans/buses), employee car pooling incentives, and employee shuttles.  The potential
benefits of the Tribal Transportation Demand Management (TDM) program are also
acknowledged and participation in this program is not inconsistent with the analysis and
recommendations of the traffic impact analysis.  Substitution of TDM improvements for
other traffic mitigation measures such as improvements to existing roads is not being
pursued because of the difficulty in providing documentation of the quantifiable benefits
of TDM-related traffic reductions.  However, it is agreed that a TDM program and transit
improvements could be beneficial to the Proposed Project and it is the intent of the Tribe
to implement measures similar to those recommended in the comment, and to work
cooperatively with NCTD, Caltrans, and SANDAG to improve transportation along SR-
76.

88. Please see response to comment 38.

89. It is agreed that additional coordination with Caltrans is needed.  Please see responses to
comments 6-15.



18

90. It is agreed that additional coordination with Caltrans is needed to determine fair share
contributions and/or specific roadway improvements along SR-76.  Please see response
to comment 9.

91. Key review agencies for the traffic analysis include the Pauma Tribe, the National Indian
Gaming Commission, Caltrans, and San Diego County, as well as others.  In order to
provide a traffic analysis that meets the requirements of all these agencies, it was not
considered possible to exactly follow the County’s Significance Criteria/Traffic Impact
Guidelines.  It should be noted that SR-76 is a state road under Caltrans’ jurisdiction, and
not a County road.

92. The differences between the size of the gaming area in the Draft EA/TEIR and Traffic
Impact Analysis are acknowledged; please see response to comment 38.  The Traffic
Impact Analysis and the Final EA have been revised to reflect a smaller gaming area of
73,583 square feet. 

93. While the trip generation value of 100 daily trips per 1,000 square feet of gaming area is
used in some cases, it is also typical for trip generation rates of gaming casinos to have a
high level of variability requiring a need for local data.  The value of 61.9 daily trips per
1,000 square feet of gaming area used in the traffic impact analysis was based on actual
trip generation counts of the nearby Pala Casino.  Since the Pauma casino is a similar
type of casino resort in a similar location, it is expected that the trip generation rates
would also be similar.

In addition, the March 2006 Traffic Impact Analysis was based on 90,600 square feet of
gaming area, which at that time represented an increase of 53,500 square feet of new
gaming area over the existing Pauma Casino.  As indicated above, ADTs for the
Proposed Project were calculated by using a traffic generation rate of 61.9 ADT per
1,000 square feet based on actual counts of the Pala Casino of new area, plus 3 ADT per
hotel room (400 rooms).  This resulted in an estimate of 4,512 ADT.

Since preparation of the March 2006 report, the gaming area was reduced to 83,100
square feet as described in the Draft EA/TEIR.  The gaming area has since been further
reduced to 73,583 square feet, which represents an increase of 36,483 square feet of new
gaming area over the existing casino.  The number of hotel rooms remains at 400.
Although the Tribe is confident about the original traffic generation rate of 61.9 ADT per
1,000 square feet of new area, it has agreed, at the County of San Diego’s request, to use
a generation rate of 100 ADT per 1,000 square feet of gaming area.  Using this
generation rate, and 3 ADT per hotel room, a total of 4,848 project ADT are estimated.
This estimate will result in the same impacts as the previous estimate of 4,512 ADT.  The
December 2007 Traffic Impact Analysis and the Final EA/TEIR (Section 4.16) have been
revised to reflect this change.

94. Since events of any significant size would only be held outside normal AM and PM peak
traffic hours, no additional trip generation is considered necessary to incorporate the
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presence of this facility.

95. Project traffic increases on Cole Grade Road and Valley Center Road are documented in
the traffic analysis.  Cole Grade Road is expected to operate at Level of Service (LOS) C
in all future scenarios, and no improvements are considered necessary.  Valley Center
road is expected to operate at LOS C through near term plus project conditions, and no
improvements are considered necessary.  Under future with project conditions, Valley
Center Road is expected to operate at LOS E, but the project’s traffic contribution is less
than 1% of total future traffic and is considered to be insignificant.  The trip generation
analysis is considered to be appropriate and no additional calculations are considered to
be necessary.

96. In case of any apparent disagreement between the mitigation recommended in the traffic
analysis and the mitigation recommended in the EA/TEIR, the mitigation recommended
in the EA/TEIR is considered to apply.  In the case of this comment, the discussion in the
traffic analysis is not intended to preclude fair share contributions.  Please also see
response to comment 8.

97. Many traffic impact analyses include an analysis of AM peak hour conditions.  However,
at gaming casinos the traffic impacts in the PM peak hour are much larger than the traffic
impacts in the AM peak hour because the levels of activity at casinos are much higher in
the afternoons and evenings than in the mornings.  Therefore, any traffic impacts of AM
peak hour casino traffic would be less than the impacts of PM peak hour casino traffic,
and any mitigation measures recommended to mitigate PM peak hour casino traffic
would also mitigate AM peak hour casino traffic.

98. The traffic impacts of the project on both SR-76 and the SR-76/I-15 interchange have
been analyzed.  This analysis is considered to meet the needs of the Congestion
Management Program (CMP) requirements for these facilities.  It should be noted that
both Caltrans and SANDAG submitted comments on the EA/TEIR and neither agency
requested additional information to satisfy CMP requirements.

99. During the traffic impact study process, consideration was given to whether it would be
necessary to analyze the I-15 mainline segments and ramps near the I-15/SR-76
interchange and detailed analysis was not considered to be necessary.  However, the I-15
segments in the area of the SR/76 interchange are not expected to experience any
operation problems through near term plus project conditions and no improvements are
considered to be necessary.  Under future with project conditions, the project’s traffic
contribution to I-15 is expected to be less than 1% of total future traffic and is considered
to be insignificant.

100. Please see response to comment 7.

101. It is acknowledged that conceptual striping should be a requirement for a traffic impact
study provided under County traffic impact study guidelines.  However, other agencies
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typically deal with this issue in later stages of project development.  Since the traffic
impact analysis was prepared to meet the needs of multiple agencies, conceptual signing
and striping plans were not included.  Please also see response to comment 91.

102. Since the only intersection that will be significantly impacted, but mitigated, is the SR-
76/Pauma Reservation Road intersection, and since the major intersections in the project
vicinity are widely spaced, there is no need to conduct an LOS analysis for the roadway
segments between them.

103. In this case, the recommendation is for the applicant to work with Caltrans to determine
specific mitigation measures and/or fair share contributions.  When this process has been
concluded, the project’s traffic impacts will be mitigated to insignificant levels.  It is not
considered possible to adequately document this process in an LOS table, but further
documentation will be available in later stages of the project development process.
Please see response to comment 9.

104. Please see response to comment 9.

105. The project’s traffic contribution to the segment of SR-76 west of I-15 has been
documented in the traffic impact analysis.  SANDAG has analyzed future conditions on
this roadway and is in the process of implementing roadway improvements that will
accommodate the anticipated traffic.  Therefore there is not a need to conduct a separate
analysis of potential improvements as part of the Pauma Casino and Hotel project. 

106. The traffic impact analysis is recommending that the applicant work with Caltrans to
mitigate traffic impacts along SR-76.  The traffic analysis has not indicated any
significant traffic impacts along County roadways and is therefore not recommending
any mitigation for County roadways.  Please also see responses to comments 9 and 103.

107. The request is acknowledged and the deletion is considered to be incorporated by
reference  by this response. 

108. Additional details of the wastewater treatment system are provided in the Final EA/TEIR
under the Wastewater Treatment section of Section 3.17 Utilities and Service Systems.
Please also see responses to comments 21 and 31.

109. The amount of wastewater estimated to be generated by the Proposed Project is
considered to be accurate.  While the 90% recovery rate of all water used by the
Proposed Project as wastewater influent may exceed industry standards, it is nevertheless
considered to be a conservative estimate for this project by the project’s engineering
experts for wastewater treatment.  Please also see responses to comments 21 and 31.

110. Please see response to comment 20, 21, and 31.

111. Please see response to comment 20, 21, and 31.
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112. Please see response to comment 20, 21, and 31.

113. Section 6.0 adequately indicates when mitigation measures will be implemented.

114. Please see response to comment 33.

115. Comment noted.

116. Comment noted.  Representatives of the Proposed Project have met on numerous
occasions with the County to discuss a wide range of environmental issues, and will
continue to do so through negotiation of the required Tribal/State off-Reservation MOU.

SANDAG, September 21, 2007

117. Please see response to comment 38.

118. Please see response to comment 93 regarding trip generation.  Traffic forecasts for 2030
were based on the currently-adopted Regional Transportation Plan and the corresponding
regional transportation model, rather than the Draft RTP, which is expected to be adopted
later this year.  Preliminary forecasts from the Draft RTP process are not considered to be
applicable, partly because the RTP is still a draft and partly because the traffic forecasts
have not yet been analyzed for accuracy and applicability in the study area.

 
119. Please see response to comment 9.

120. Please see response to comment 87. 

121. The Tribe welcomes the opportunity to meet with SANDAG and discuss traffic issues.

Pala Pauma Sponsor Group, September 13, 2007

122. As described in the EA/TEIR, the Proposed Project is committed to signalizing the SR-
76/Pauma Reservation Road intersection.  Any changes to existing drainage at this
location would be conducted under an Encroachment Permit issued by Caltrans.  The
proposal to develop a pedestrian pathway long between SR-76 and the casino resort will
be taken under serious consideration by the Tribe.  Parking along Pauma Reservation
Road will not be allowed.

123. Please see response to comment 9 regarding the Tribe’s offer to fund the signalization of
the SR-76/Cole Grade Road intersection based upon input from the Pala Pauma Sponsor
Group and general public.

124. The Tribe is committed to exploring the development and implementation of various
public transit options.
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125. As described in the EA/TEIR, the Proposed Project is committed to providing fair share
contributions for improvements along SR-76 between I-15 and Valley Center Road.
Please see response to comment 8 regarding design standards within Caltrans right of
way.

126. The Tribe will contribute funds for police and emergency protection services, as well as
programs for problem gambling, in manners to be specified in the MOU negotiated with
the County.  The Tribe is committed to participate in the exploration of ways to provide
for emergency access/fire access along SR-76.  The Proposed Project complies with FAA
Guidelines.

127. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.

128. The Tribe is committed to conserve groundwater to the extent possible, and is also
interested in exploring the proposal to provide treated wastewater to neighboring farmers
for citrus irrigation.  Surface parking will be paved with asphalt but drainage will be
designed for runoff to flow towards permeable locations.

129. Please see response to comment 18 regarding the height of the hotel tower.  Attractive
landscaping will be installed throughout the resort.

Valley Center Community Planning Group, September 19, 2007

130. The Tribe is committed to participate in the exploration of ways to provide for
emergency access/fire access along SR-76. 

131. The Tribe is committed to work closely with Caltrans and others in the long-term effort
to improve traffic and safety along SR-76.

132. Please see response to comment 124.

North County Transit District, September 12, 2007

133. Please see response to comment 122.

134. Please see response to comment 87.

135. Please see response to comment 124.

136. The Tribe is currently working to incorporate a centrally located internal bus stop within
the Proposed Project site.

137. Comment noted.  The Tribe is committed to developing and implementing public transit
options.
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138. The Tribe welcomes the opportunity to continue discussions with NCTD and discuss
transportation issues.

Palomar Observatory, September 14, 2007

139. The Tribe has appreciated the opportunity to consult recently with Palomar Observatory
staff on lighting issues, and to have developed a MOU to minimize light pollution on
dark skies.  The MOU will govern the Tribe and the Observatory’s relationship upon
commencement of operations.  Please also see response to comment 44.

  
140. The Tribe will strive to properly shield night lighting during construction to minimize

scattering, glare, and illumination of the sky.   Please also see response to comment 44.

San Luis Rey Municipal Water District, September 19, 2007

141. The long-term water balance is considered in the Water Supply Evaluation, included as
Appendix H in the Final EA/TEIR.  The evaluation is specific to Project-related changes
in water use.  Off-Reservation groundwater use by local commercial agricultural users or
by the Pala Tribe may impact groundwater conditions (see the Cumulative Impacts
section of the EA/TEIR).

142. Additional analysis of the water supply has been conducted and is summarized in the
water Supply Evaluation included as Appendix H to the Final EA/TEIR.  As discussed in
this evaluation and previous responses (see response to comments 20 and 21), an analysis
of potential drawdown to area wells found no significant effects after 10 years.
Therefore, no significant effects to the aquifer are anticipated from the Proposed Project. 

The potential for imported water to be available to the Pauma Reservation is noted in the
report; however, the Proposed Project does not rely on any future imported water for its
water supply.  The Proposed Project does rely on the maximization of the use of recycled
water to support the overall water demands and to provide for groundwater recharge.

143. The Proposed Project will not discharge wastewater off-Reservation.  All wastewater will
be treated to California “Title 22" standards and either reused for the Proposed Project or
infiltrated on-Reservation via leach fields and percolation ponds.  The Final EA/TEIR
includes a detailed discussion of the proposed wastewater treatment system.

144. Please see response to comments 141-143.

Palomar Mountain Planning Organization, September 7, 2007

145. Comment noted.  The Final EA/TEIR adequately addresses traffic impacts and
mitigation.  The Tribe is committed to work closely with Caltrans, the North County
Transit District, SANDAG, and others in the long-term effort to improve traffic and
safety along SR-76.
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Endangered Habitats League, September 21, 2007

146. Comment noted.  Both the Draft EA/TEIR and this Final EA/TEIR are in compliance
with NEPA and the Tribal-State Gaming Compact.

147. The EA/TEIR addresses direct effects of the Proposed Project in Section 4.  The
EA/TEIR addresses cumulative impacts, indirect effects, and growth inducing effects in
Section 5.

148. The EA/TEIR addresses the matters required by the Compact, including any significant
effects on the environment (Section 4); any significant effects on the environment that
cannon be avoided if the project is implemented (Section 5.2); any significant impact on
the environment that would be irreversible if the project is implemented (Section 5.4);
mitigation measures proposed to minimize significant effects on the environment
(Section 6.0); any direct growth-inducing impacts of the Project (Section 5); and whether
the proposed mitigation would be effective to substantially reduce the potential
significant effects on the environment (Section 6.0).

149. The EA/TEIR concludes that all impacts will be less than significant with the
implementation of its recommended mitigation measures.

150. Please see responses to comments 93 and 145. 

151. Please see responses to comments 93 and 145.

152. Please see response to comment 18.

153. The installation of new wells does reflect the increase in groundwater use for the
Proposed Project.  Groundwater will be used to meet project demands because it is more
consistent and reliable than surface water flows.  Imported water may be available in the
future, but is not considered asa potential water source for the Proposed Project.  The net
increase of groundwater demands of 90 acre-feet per year (equivalent to the irrigation
demand of 24 acres of citrus groves) is not anticipated to have a significant effect on off-
Reservation groundwater levels.  This is based on a Theis calculation that incorporates
aquifer characteristics, pumping, and recharge, as shown in the Water Supply Evaluation
attached as Appendix H to the Final EA/TEIR.

154. The analysis of growth inducement has been expanded to indicate that construction and
operation of the Proposed Project will not cause an increase in population or need for
housing in the area.  Also, the increase in direct and indirect employment is not likely to
generate the development of ancillary services in the area, and the influx of new patrons
is not likely to generate any ancillary business development or the extension of water,
sewer, or any other utility or service to an off-Reservation location.  Please also see
Section 5.4 of the Final EA/TEIR, and response to comment 33 regarding cumulative
impacts.
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155. This Final EA/TEIR is consistent with NEPA and Tribal-State Compact requirements
and can be approved by the NIGC and Tribe, respectively.

Robert G. Helm, August 10, 2007

156. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.

Robert Buchheim, August 12, 2007

157. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.

Alfred and Irene Savard, August 15, 2007

158. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.

159. There currently is no plan for a secondary entrance/exit to the casino.  If a different
entrance/exit is planned in the future, such plans would be subject to additional
environmental review at that time.  Signs will clearly direct patrons both to the parking
facilities and back to SR-76.  Mitigation Measure T-4 has been added to require that all
vendors use Pauma Reservation Road for access to and from the casino and hotel site.   

Irene and Alfred Savard, September 3, 2007

160. Please see response to comment 18.

Joseph Patronik, September 16, 2007

161. Please see response to comment 145.

162. Please see responses to comment 18.

163. Regarding noise, please see response to comment 23.  Regarding light pollution, please
see responses to comments 44 and 45.

164. The Proposed Project does not include an outdoor amphitheater.

165. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.

166. Please see responses to comments 20 and 21.

167. Please see responses to comments 145.

Elaine M. Overman, September 18, 2007

168. Please see response to comment 145.
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169. Please see response to comment 26.

170. Please see response to comment 18.

171. A biological resources report was prepared and is attached to the EA/TEIR as Appendix
C.

172. This comment does not address the adequacy of the EA/TEIR.

173. Comment noted.

John Garrett, September 18, 2007

174. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.

Tamara L. Crispi, September 18, 2007

175. Comment noted. Please see response to comment 9.  The Tribe is committed to fund the
signalization of both the SR-76/Pauma Reservation Road and SR-76/Cole Grade Road
intersections, although the Cole Grade Road signalization is not required as a mitigation
measure..

176. Please see response to comment 18.  The Tribe intends to construct an attractive hotel
tower and not one that resembles a refrigerator.

Charles Mathews, September 18, 2007

177. The EA/TEIR adequately addresses the off-Reservation impacts of the Proposed Project.
Please see responses to comments 18 regarding visual/aesthetics, 93 regarding traffic,
and 20 and 21 regarding water.

178. Comment noted.

179. Comment noted.  The EA/TEIR’s conclusions do not rely upon out-of-date single-point
parametric assumptions of doubtful certainty.  Rather, its conclusions are based on the
analyses of experts in their respective fields.

180. The EA/TEIR considers a range of reasonable alternatives.  Please see Sections 2.1-2.5.
Please also see response to comment 18.

181. Traffic increases from cumulative developments have been incorporated into the traffic
analysis.  For near term plus project conditions, traffic from cumulative developments
has been incorporated using a 3% per year growth factor.  This is considered to be
accurate for the documentation of the traffic impacts of the project for the purposes of the
EA/TEIR.  The intent of the traffic impact analysis was to recommend that the applicant
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and Caltrans work together to determine a fair share contribution to roadway
improvements along SR-76.   If Caltrans considers the traffic forecasts in the RTA study
of SR-76 to be more accurate for the purposes of determining fair share contributions and
mitigation measures than the traffic forecasts from the EA/TEIR, it would be
recommended that the traffic forecasts in the RTA study be incorporated into the
discussions with Caltrans.  It is recommended that these discussions take place as part of
the CEQA environmental compliance conducted in association with the Encroachment
Permit needed for improvements to the SR-76/Pauma Reservation Road intersection.

182. Project trip generation has been calculated using standard traffic engineering
methodologies that are based on gaming area and hotel rooms, rather than employees and
parking spaces.  With respect to the event center, see response to comment 94.

183. In the case of traffic discrepancies between intersections, the traffic movements shown
for each intersection are intended to represent the most accurate assessment of conditions
at the individual intersection.  Traffic forecasts are sometimes adjusted to achieve greater
internal consistency.  This additional step is not considered to be necessary in this case,
because it would not change the results of the study.  The errors referred to in this
comment are minor and there is no need for corrections in order to provide an analysis
that is adequate for environmental compliance. 

184. Due to relatively low levels of traffic on Pauma Reservation Road northeast of the
project site, any analysis of the project’s internal access to Pauma Reservation Road
might be appropriate in future stages of project development in coordination with
Caltrans.

185. Consideration of trucks was incorporated into the capacity analysis of this intersection
using an assumption that 2% of total traffic would be heavy trucks.  Bus traffic at this
intersection is expected to be relatively insignificant from an intersection capacity
analysis point of view.

186. This type of analysis is not typical in traffic impact analysis and is not considered
necessary in this case.  Certain conservative assumptions have been built into the process
that allow for some variability in the input parameters.

187. Comment noted.  It should be noted that fair share contributions will be made following
negotiations with Caltrans in association with improvements proposed along SR-76
between I-15 and Valley Center Road.

188. Please see responses to comments 20 and 21.

189. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.

190. Please see response to comment 18.
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191. Please see response to comment 65.

192. Please see responses to comments 9 and 187.

193. Comment noted.

194. Comment noted.  The alternatives analysis is regarded as adequate.

195. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93.

196. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93.

197. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93.

198. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93.

199. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93.

200. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93.

201. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93.              

202. The existing casino and Proposed Project water demands, depletions, and recharge are
detailed in the Water Supply Evaluation attached as Appendix H to the Final EA/TEIR.
This is also included in the responses to comments 20 and 21.    

203. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.

204. Please see response to comment 18.

205. Please see response to comment 65.

206. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93.

207. Comment noted.  The Final EA/TEIR provides adequate mitigation to reduce significant
or potentially significant impacts below levels of significance.

208. Comment noted.  The Proposed Project has been designed in such a manner as to allow
the Tribe to be competitive with other similar nearby casino resorts.

Thomas B. K. Cerruti, September 20, 2007

209. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93

210. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.
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211. Please see responses to comments 20 and 21.

Ruth Harber, September 21, 2007

212. Please see response to comment 18.

213. The Tribe will endeavor to conserve water.
 
Donald and Darlene Shiley

214. Please see response to comment 6-9 and 93.

215. The Tribe is proposing to fund the signalization of the SR-76/Pauma Reservation Road
intersection as part of the Proposed Project.

216. Comment noted.  Please see responses to comments 20 and 21.

217. Please see response to comment 26.

218. Please see response to comment 20.

219. Please see responses to comments 44 and 45.

Peter De Baan, no date

220. Regarding the hotel height, please see response to comment 18.  An outdoor
amphitheater is not planned by the Proposed Project.  Regarding night lighting, please
see responses to comments 44 and 45.

221. Please see response to comment 47.

Irene Savard, August 28, 2007

222. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93.

223. Please see response to 18. 

Alfred Savard, August 28, 2007

224. Please see responses to comments 20 and 21.

Tom Borent, August 28, 2007

225. Please see response to comment 9.
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226. The most feasible access to the Proposed Project is currently via Pauma Reservation
Road.

Donna Buls, August 28, 2007

227. Please see responses to comments 6-9 and 93 regarding traffic, 26 regarding crime, 20
and 21 regarding water, and 18 regarding visual aesthetics.

Peggy West, August 28, 2007

228. Please see response to comment 18.

229. Please see responses to comments 20 and 21.

Sue Stockton, August 28, 2007

230. Please see response to comment 18.

North County Inland Regional Leadership, October 4, 2007

231. Please see response to comment 25 regarding fire protection, 6-9 and 93 regarding traffic,
and 18 regarding visual/aesthetics..

232. Please see response to comment 87.

233. Comment noted.

234. Please see response to comment 145.




